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DETAILED ACTION 
Continued Examination Under 37 CFR 1.114 

1 . A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set forth in 
37 CFR 1 .17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this application is 

eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.1 14, and the fee set forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e) 
has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action has been withdrawn pursuant to 
37 CFR 1.1 14. Applicant's submission filed on 4/28/2008 has been entered. 

Response to Arguments 

2. In communications filed on 4/28/2008, Applicant amends claims 1, 3, 8, 1 1, 30, 31, and 
38; cancels claims 2, 7, 9-10, and 33. The following claims 1, 3-6, 8, 1 1-32, and 36-38 are 
presented for examination. 

2. 1 In response to communications filed on 4/28/2008, the 101 rejection of claim 38 has been 
withdrawn with respect to the amendment. 

2.2 Applicant's arguments, pages 8-10, filed on 4/28/2008 have been fully considered but 
they are not fully persuasive. Applicant argues that Beizer does not disclose checking for 
conflicts in real time. Examiner respectfully disagrees as Beizer discloses real-time 
modification at a second client (see column 7, lines 1-22). In addition, US Patent 5,546,579 to 
Josten et al discloses detecting in real-time a modification to locally-stored data occurring at a 
second client, sending a call to a server based on detecting the modification to locally stored data 
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occurring at the second client to enforce rules involving multiple users when modified data has 
not yet been saved to the server as amended. Upon further consideration, the rejection of claims 
1, 3-6, 8, 1 1-32, and 36-38 is set forth below. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 
3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or 
described as set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter 
sought to be patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have 
been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to 
which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which 
the invention was made. 

Claims 1, 3-6, 8, 11-32, and 36-38 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being 
anticipated by US Patent 7,062,532 to Sweat et al. 

As per claim 1, Sweat et al substantially discloses a method for causing a physical 
modification to a machine-readable medium having encoded thereon data representative of a 
hierarchy, the method comprising: making a Web page available for access by a user at a first 
client (see column 3, line 65 through column 4, line 11), the Web page including (i) locally- 
stored data representing the hierarchy (see colunm 4, line 55 through column 5, line 1 and 



Application/Control Number: 10/681,496 Page 4 

Art Unit: 2136 

figures 2 and 5) and Sweat et al discloses the web page including access permission (rules) 
defining information indicating the changes (editing) a user may make in the hierarchical tree 
view (i.e. "a user permission level and a selected item determine what options are available when 
a user clicks the right mouse") (see column 5, lines 14-28 and fig. 5 (edit lock status , permission 
lock status)); column 6, lines 35-40) and fijrther discloses "The toolbar options/buttons are 
available depending on the type of file selected and the user's assigned permission level. An 
option that is not available is dimmed and cannot be selected/clicked by the user." that meets the 
recitation of and (ii) rules (access permissions) defining those modifications to a structure of the 
locally-stored data representing the hierarchy that any user is permitted to make to the data (see 
figures 5-7 and tables defining user's permission that may be available depending on user's 
assigned permission level in columns 5-6); Sweat et al discloses receiving instructions from user 
to lock/unlock files or folders and delete locked files/folders (see column 15, lines 16-47) that 
meets the recitation of receiving from the user instructions to modify the structure of the 
hierarchy in real-time; Sweat et al discloses, performing local rule enforcement at a client (see 
column 17, lines 15-20 and column 4, lines 2-19) and discloses for instance, verifying if user has 
access or edit permission to lock files or folders and/or permission to delete locked files/folders, 
and file or folders can be locked and/or deleted respectively based on the rules (see column 15, 
lines 16-47) that meets the recitation of performing local rule enforcement at a client by 
verifying that a proposed modification to the locally-stored data complies with the rules and 
causing the physical modification of the machine-readable medium the physical modification 
resulting in the representation of the hierarchy (see also column 6, lines 35-40 column 11, lines 
35-61). Sweat et al is silent about identifying conflict. Beizer et al in an analogous art teaches 
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a method and system for automatically identifying and resolving data conflicts in a shared 
environment (see abstract) and discloses detecting in real-time a modification to locally-stored 
data occurring at a second client, (see column 6, lines 18-24) sending a call to a server based on 
detecting the modification to locally stored data occurring at the second client to enforce rules 
involving multiple users when modified data has not yet been saved to the server (not yet saved 
to the master copy) (see column 6, lines 30-35). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify the method of Sweat et al 
to identify modification at a second client and resolve confiict as suggested by Beizer et al. One 
of ordinary skill in the art would have recognize some of the advantages suggested by Beizer et 
al such as allowing multiple users to simultaneously access and edit the same shared data object 
and dynamically detect, mediate, and resolve potential confiicts according to predefined set of 
rules (see column 2, lines 53-61). 

As per claim 3, Sweat et al substantially discloses the claimed method of claim 1 but is 
silent about identifying conflict. Beizer et al in an analogous art teaches a method and system 
for automatically identifying and resolving data conflicts in a shared environment (see abstract) 

and discloses comparing a first data element (data field) of a first member of the hierarchy with 
a second data element (data field) of a second member in the hierarchy to identify a possible 
confiict between the first data element and the second data element (see column 6, line 61 
through column 7, line 4). Beizer et al discloses that contrarily to prior art, the invention 
provides an improved data environment that allow multiple users to simultaneously access and 
edit the same shared data object, and also discloses rather than using locking or replication to 
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avoid conflict the invention provides a method and system to analyze changes made by several 
users to a data object and dynamically detect, mediate, and resolve potential conflicts (see 
column 2, lines 18-61). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art 
at the time the invention was made to modify the method of Sweat et al to identify and resolve 
conflict as suggested by Beizer et al. One of ordinary skill in the art would have recognize some 
of the advantages suggested by Beizer et al such as allowing multiple users to simultaneously 
access and edit the same shared data object and dynamically detect, mediate, and resolve 
potential conflicts according to predefined set of rules (see column 2, lines 53-61). 

As per claim 4, the references as combined above disclose the claimed method of claim 
3. Beizer et al further discloses if both users change the same data field, the reconciliation logic 
detects a possible conflict (see Beizer et al, column 6, lines 25-32) that meets the recitation of 

wherein the possible conflict comprises the first data element being identical to the second data 
element. Claim 4 is therefore rejected on the same rationale as the rejection of claim 3 above. 

As per claim 5, the references as combined above disclose the claimed method of claim 

3 wherein the first and second data elements comprise an identifier (see Beizer et al, column 6, 
lines 35-39 and figxxre 3B). Claim 5 is therefore rejected on the same rationale as the rejection of 
claim 3 above. 

As per claim 6, the references as combined above disclose the claimed method of claim 
5 wherein the identifier comprises at least one of a member code and a member description (i.e. 
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the values in the field) (see Beizer et al, see figure 3B). Claim 6 is therefore rejected on the 
same rationale as the rejection of claim 3 above. 

As per claim 8, Sweat et al discloses the limitation of further comprising generating an 
audit report including information corresponding to the real-time modification (see column 20, 
lines 47-56). 

As per claim 11, Beizer et al discloses determining a conflict with change made by user 

2 and preventing the real-time modification of user 2 from overriding data entered by user 1 that 
meets the limitation of comprising determining the real-time modification conflicts with the other 
modifications occurring at the other Web pages and preventing the real-time modification (see 
column 7, lines 1-10). Claim 1 1 is therefore rejected on the same rationale as the rejection of 
claim 3 above. 

As per claims 12-13, Beizer et al discloses comprising performing a master data rule 
enforcement (see column 5, lines 8-13), wherein performing a master data rule enforcement 

comprises determining that the real-time modification conflicts with an entry? in stored master 
data and preventing the real-time modification (see column 5, lines 45-60 and column 6, lines 
30-35). Beizer et al discloses when conflict is detected based on the changes between two users, 
the changes are prevented until a conflict resolution routine resolves the conflict and in one 
embodiment priority rules may prevent a user to override a change made by a flrst user (see 
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column 7, lines 1-10). Claims 12-13 are also rejected on the same rationale as the rejection of 
claim 3 above. 

As per claim 14, Beizer et al discloses determining absence of a conflict and storing the 
modification (see column 6, lines 4-14). Claim 14 is therefore rejected on the same rationale as 
the rejection of claim 3 above. 

As per claim 15, Sweat et al discloses when a user clicks the + sign in the tree the 

subfolders are shown representing different subfolders (sets of data) from the parent folder that 
meets the recitation of wherein the data representing the hierarchy is a first set of data 
representing a first hierarchy, the method further comprising making available a second set of 
data representing a second hierarchy (see for example column 5, lines 19-21 and figures 5 and 
10). 

As per claim 16, Sweat et al discloses enabling users to add and drag and drop objects 
from one group to another that meets the recitation of receiving from the user instructions to 
move a portion of the second set of data to the first set of data (see column 4, lines 21-30 and 
column 5, lines 6-23). See also coliimn 17, lines 10-16. 

As per claim 17, Sweat et al discloses the limitation of preventing a modification to the 
moved portion of the second set of data (see column 17, lines 15-19). 
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As per claims 18-19, Beizer et al discloses two WorkFolders representing first and 
second hierarchy, maintaining an original hierarchical relationship of the moved portion of the 
second set of data in the first hierarchy and further discloses if changes are made to the second 
hierarchy check for conflict and update the moved WorkFoIder (see column 6, line 57 through 
column 6, line 16) that meets the recitation of automatically updating the moved portion of the 
second set of data in the first hierarchy in response to detecting a change to a portion of the 
second set of data in the second hierarchy corresponding to the moved portion of the second set 
of data in the first hierarchy. Claim 18 is therefore rejected on the same rationale as the 
rejection of claim 3 above. 

As per claim 20, Sweat et al discloses the limitation of receiving from the user 
instructions to establish an arrangement of a portion of the hierarchy (see column 16, lines 49- 
54). 

As per claim 21, Sweat et al discloses the limitation of storing the arrangement of a 
portion of the hierarchy (see column 17, lines 5-8 and 15-19). 

As per claim 22, Beizer et al discloses wherein one of the rules comprises a confiict 
check (see abstract). Claim 22 is therefore rejected on the same rationale as the rejection of 
claim 3 above. 
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As per claim 23, Sweat et al discloses the limitation of wherein one of the rules 
comprises preventing the modification if the user does not have permission to make the 
modification (see column 17, lines 8-9). 

As per claim 24, Sweat et al discloses the limitation of establishing permission using an 
ownership attribute (see column 21, lines 47-60). 

As per claim 25, Sweat et al discloses generating activity log on user activities and 

projects on the site that meets the recitation of generating a report based on transactional data 
and the data representing the hierarchy (see column 20, lines 31-51). 

As per claim 26, Sweat et al discloses wherein generating further comprises making 

some portions of the transactional data viewable and other portions of the transactional data 
summarized based on the data representing the hierarchy (see column 14, lines 56-67). 

As per claim 27, Sweat et al discloses enabling the user to modify the data representing 
the hierarchy to indicate viewable and non-viewable portions (see column 14, lines 56-67). 

As per claim 28, Sweat et al discloses notifying a subscriber of the modification (see 
column 12, lines 15-17). 
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As per claim 29, Sweat et al discloses wherein the hierarchy comprises a node tree (see 
column 4, lines 61-66). 

As per claim 30, Sweat et al discloses a method for causing a physical 
modification to a machine-readable medium having encoded thereon data representative of a 
hierarchy, the method comprising: making a Web page available for access by a user at a first 
client (see column 3, line 65 through column 4, line 11), the Web page including (i) locally- 
stored data representing the hierarchy (see column 4, line 55 through column 5, line 1 and 
figures 2 and 5) and Sweat et al discloses the web page including access permission (rules) 
defining information indicating the changes (editing) a user may make in the hierarchical tree 
view (i.e. "a user permission level and a selected item determine what options are available when 
a user clicks the right mouse") (see column 5, lines 14-28 and fig. 5 (edit lock status , permission 
lock status)); column 6, lines 35-40) and further discloses "The toolbar options/buttons are 
available depending on the type of file selected and the user's assigned permission level. An 
option that is not available is dintmied and cannot be selected/chcked by the user." that meets the 
recitation of and (ii) rules (access permissions) defining those modifications to a structure of the 
locally-stored data representing the hierarchy that any user is permitted to make to the data (see 
figures 5-7 and tables defining user's permission that may be available depending on user's 
assigned permission level in columns 5-6); Sweat et al discloses receiving instructions from user 
to lock/unlock files or folders and delete locked files/folders (see column 15, lines 16-47) that 
meets the recitation of receiving from the user instructions to modify the structure of the 
hierarchy in real-time; Sweat et al discloses, for instance, verifying if user has access or edit 
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permission to lock files or folders and/or permission to delete locked files/folders, and file or 
folders can be locked and/or deleted respectively based on the rules (see column 15, lines 16-47) 
that meets the recitation of receiving from the user instructions to modify the structure of the 
hierarchy based on real-time enforcement of the rules and causing the physical modification of 
the machine-readable medium the physical modification resulting in the representation of the 
hierarchy (see also column 6, lines 35-40 column 11, lines 35-61). Sweat et al discloses, 
performing local rule enforcement at a client (see column 17, lines 15-20 and column 4, lines 2- 
19) and discloses for instance, verifying if user has access or edit permission to lock files or 
folders and/or permission to delete locked files/folders, and file or folders can be locked and/or 
deleted respectively based on the rules (see column 15, lines 16-47) that meets the recitation of 
wherein the real-time enforcement of the rule comprises performing local rule enforcement at a 
first client. Sweat et al is silent about identifying conflict. Beizer et al in an analogous art 
teaches a method and system for automatically identifying and resolving data conflicts in a 
shared environment (see abstract) and discloses detecting in real-time a modification to locally- 
stored data occurring at a second client, (see column 6, lines 18-24) sending a call to a server 
based on detecting the modification to locally stored data occurring at the second client to 
enforce rules involving multiple users when modified data has not yet been saved to the server 
(not yet saved to the master copy) (see column 6, lines 30-35). Therefore, it would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify the 
method of Sweat et al to identify modification at a second client and resolve conflict as 
suggested by Beizer et al. One of ordinary skill in the art would have recognize some of the 
advantages suggested by Beizer et al such as allowing multiple users to simultaneously access 
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and edit the same shared data object and dynamically detect, mediate, and resolve potential 
conflicts according to predefined set of rules (see column 2, lines 53-61). 

As per claim 31, Sweat et al discloses a system comprising a computing device that 

provides to a user at a first client a Web page (see column 3, line 65 through column 4, line 1 1), 
including (i) locally-stored data representing a hierarchy (see column 4, line 55 through column 
5, line 1 and figures 2 and 5) and Sweat et al discloses the web page including access permission 
(rules) defining information indicating the changes (editing) a user may make in the hierarchical 
tree view (i.e. "a user permission level and a selected item determine what options are available 
when a user clicks the right mouse") (see column 5, lines 14-28 and fig. 5 (edit lock status , 
permission lock status)); column 6, lines 35-40) and fiirther discloses "The toolbar 
options^uttons are available depending on the type of file selected and the user's assigned 
permission level. An option that is not available is dimmed and cannot be selected/clicked by 
the user" that meets the recitation of (ii) rules (access permissions) defining those modifications 
to a structure of locally-stored data representing the hierarchy that any user is permitted to 
make to the data (see figures 6-7 and tables defining user's permission that may be available in 
columns 5-6) and (see column 12, lines 52-61 for real-time modification); and further discloses 
client computers and server computers comprising storage medium for storing changes made by 
users (see column 3, lines 1-35 and column 9, lines 6-35) that meets the recitation of a machine- 
readable storage medium for storing data modified by the user. Sweat et al discloses, 
performing local rule enforcement at a client (see column 17, lines 15-20 and column 4, lines 2- 
19) and discloses for instance, verifying if user has access or edit permission to lock files or 
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folders and/or permission to delete locked files/folders, and file or folders can be locked and/or 
deleted respectively based on the rules (see column 15, lines 16-47) that meets the recitation of 
wherein the real-time enforcement of the rule comprises performing local rule enforcement at a 
first client. Sweat et al is silent about identifying conflict. Beizer et al in an analogous art 
teaches a method and system for automatically identifying and resolving data conflicts in a 
shared environment (see abstract) and discloses detecting in real-time a modification to locally- 
stored data occurring at a second client, (see column 6, lines 18-24) sending a call to a server 
based on detecting the modification to locally stored data occurring at the second client to 
enforce rules involving multiple users when modified data has not yet been saved to the server 
(not yet saved to the master copy) (see column 6, lines 30-35). Therefore, it would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify the 
method of Sweat et al to identify modification at a second client and resolve conflict as 
suggested by Beizer et al. One of ordinary skill in the art would have recognize some of the 
advantages suggested by Beizer et al such as allowing multiple users to simultaneously access 
and edit the same shared data object and dynamically detect, mediate, and resolve potential 
conflicts according to predefined set of rules (see column 2, lines 53-61). 

As per claim 32, Sweat et al discloses a client including the computing device (see 
column 3, lines 12-15). 



As per claim 36, Sweat et al discloses the system of claim 31 further comprising a 
database including the data representing the hierarchy (see column 3, lines 18-35 and figure 1). 
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As per claim 37, Sweat et al discloses the system of claim 31 further comprising a 
network wherein the Web page is transmitted using the network (see column 3, line 65 through 
column 4, line 1 1 and figure 1). 

As per claim 38, claim 38 discloses the same limitations as claim 1 above except for 
incorporating the claimed method into a computer readable medium. Therefore, claim 38 is 
rejected on the same rationale as the rejection of claim 1 above. 

Conclusion 

5. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure as the art discloses many of the claimed features. See PTO-892 form. 

5 . 1 Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to CARL COLIN whose telephone number is (571)272-3862. The 
examiner can normally be reached on Monday through Thursday, 8:00-6:30 PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Nasser G. Moazzami can be reached on 571-272-4195. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
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system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/Carl Colin/ 

Primary Examiner. Art Unit 2136 
June 23, 2008 



